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After prepared and motivated learners, equipped 
and motivated teachers are the most fundamental 
ingredient of learning. Teachers are also the largest 
budget item, with their salaries accounting for over 
three-quarters of the education budget at the primary 
level in low- and middle-income countries.1 Yet many 
education systems put in classrooms teachers who 
have little mastery of the subjects they are to teach—
especially in classrooms serving poor children.2 Once 
in place, most teachers take part in some professional 
development, but much of it is inconsistent and overly 
theoretical. Meanwhile, education systems often lack 
effective mechanisms to mentor and motivate teach-
ers.3 Such failures can be illuminated through models 
of human behavior—which also point to solutions 
(table 6.1). A synthesis of the evidence in these areas 
reveals three principles that are key to achieving 
learning success through teachers:

•  To be effective, teacher training needs to be individ-
ually targeted and repeated, with follow-up coach-
ing, often around a specific pedagogical technique.

•  To avoid learners falling behind to the point where 
they cannot catch up, teaching needs to be pitched 
to the level of the student.

•  Increasing teacher motivation with incentives can 
increase learning if the incentivized actions are 
within teachers’ capacity and if the failure to per-
form those actions has impeded learning.

Most teacher training 
is ineffective, but some 
approaches work 
In-service professional development requires signifi-
cant time and resources. A survey of 38 developed and 
developing countries found that 91 percent of teach-
ers had participated in professional development in 
the previous 12 months.4 Two-thirds of World Bank 
projects with an education component in the last 
decade incorporated teacher professional develop-
ment. Developing countries spend many millions a 
year to strengthen teachers.5 

But a lot of teacher professional development goes 
unevaluated—and much of it may be ineffective. One 
team of teacher training experts in the United States 
characterized professional development in the coun-
try as “episodic, myopic, and often meaningless.”6 
Teacher training in low- and middle-income coun-
tries is often short and of low quality.7 Countries often 
have many training programs under way at the same 
time—in some cases dozens—with little to show for 
them (box 6.1). 

Though preservice teacher training is important 
in providing basic skills (box 6.2), evidence on teacher 
training credentials is mixed. Much of the limited 
evidence on teacher credentials, generally from high- 
income countries, indicates they have no or extremely  

For students to learn, teachers have to teach effectively—but many education 

systems pay little attention to what teachers know or what they do in the  

classroom. Focusing on teachers’ skills and motivation can pay off.
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Specificity means teacher training programs are most 
effective when they teach pedagogy specific to a sub-
ject area (say, how to effectively teach a mathematics 
class). Continuity means teachers receive significant 
continual support—not one-off workshops.12 

In teacher training programs, the inclusion of  
follow-up visits in school leads to higher learning gains. 
To bridge the gap between learning new methods in 
training and implementing them in practice, devel-
oping countries should make more use of follow-up 
visits in which trainers observe and support teachers 
in the classroom.13 In Africa, a range of programs  
with long-term teacher mentoring and coaching has 
shown sizable learning effects.14 In India, a program 
that provided little initial training to teachers but  
then provided support throughout the year signifi-
cantly increased both math and language ability, with 
the largest gains for those students who were per-
forming poorly at the outset.15 Teachers in Shanghai, 

small effects on student learning.8 Simple statistical 
associations across francophone Africa suggest a pos-
itive relationship between teacher preparation and 
student performance, but that relationship could be 
driven by other factors, such as strategic placement 
of good teachers in desirable areas (where students 
would perform well in any case).9 Preparing teachers 
better is crucial, but the political economy challenges 
to doing so may be greater than for in-service training, 
and the evidence is more limited. The same principles 
that lead to effective in-service training serve as use-
ful starting points for improving preservice training.

Is there hope for in-service training or professional 
development? Decidedly yes. Experience from high- 
income countries shows that practicality, specificity, 
and continuity are key to effective teacher profes-
sional development.10 Practicality means teachers are 
trained using concrete methods as opposed to theoret-
ical constructs, and the training is classroom-based.11 

Table 6.1 Models of human behavior can guide actions to improve teaching: Some examples

Synthesis principle         Where this fails
Models that identify a  

mechanism behind this failure
Approaches that address the  

modeled mechanism

Provide individually 
targeted and repeated 
teacher training, with 
follow-up coaching.

Much teacher training is 
one-off, with little to no 
follow-up coaching in the 
classroom. 

Simple optimization (by 
government) with information 
failure: Follow-up coaching is more 
costly than centrally delivered 
training, and centrally delivered 
training may give the impression of 
effectiveness by changing teacher 
knowledge but not practice. 
General pedagogical training 
may be cheaper than training in 
specific techniques, and evidence 
on relative effectiveness is recent.

In India, a program with limited 
preservice but repeated follow-
up for community teachers led to 
sizable learning gains.

In the United States, programs 
associated with a specific 
pedagogical technique were 
twice as effective as general 
pedagogical training.

Pitch teaching to the  
level of the student.

In many countries, most 
students fall far behind the 
curriculum, and, facing 
large, heterogeneous 
classes, teachers have 
difficulty teaching at a 
level that allows students 
to learn. 

Information failure: Policy 
makers may have an imperfect 
understanding of how little many 
students are learning.

In India and Kenya, reorganizing 
classes by ability improved 
learning. 

Behavioral (mental models): 
Teachers may believe that lower-
performing learners cannot 
succeed; curriculums may be 
optimistically pitched higher than 
most students can keep up with. 

In India, complementing teachers 
with dynamic computer-assisted 
learning programs that adapt to 
learners’ ability levels improved 
math ability. Teachers receive 
explicit guidance to teach students 
at their level. 

Strengthen teacher 
motivation by 
incentivizing actions 
that are within teachers’ 
capacity and that are 
essential to learning.

In many systems, teachers 
have few incentives 
(financial or professional) 
for good performance 
beyond their intrinsic 
motivation.

Principal-agent: If the education 
system signals that learning is not 
valued, teachers will not have the 
same incentives as students and 
parents have. 

Teacher financial incentives have 
been effective in countries with 
high absenteeism, such as India 
and Kenya. 

Source: WDR 2018 team.
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budget to deliver at scale. But teachers will not learn 
without receiving high-quality teaching themselves.  
A country facing this conundrum may be better  
served by delivering high-quality training in stages 
rather than ineffective training to all in the short run. 

Helping teachers teach to 
the level of the student has 
proven effective
In many countries facing the learning crisis, it may 
be that only students who start at the highest levels 
of learning are able to keep learning. This is in part 
because teachers tend to teach to the most advanced 
students in a class.20 These students are the easiest 
to teach, and when teachers solicit answers from 
students, the high performers are the most likely 

China—where performance is high by global stan-
dards—participate in ongoing Teaching-Research 
Groups, which provide development, mentoring, and 
peer evaluation based on classroom observation.16

Likewise, training associated with a specific ped-
agogical technique tends to be more effective. Across 
educational interventions in the United States, pro-
grams teaching a specific pedagogical method have 
more than twice the impact of programs focused on 
general pedagogy.17 Globally, specific guidance is cru-
cial for low-skilled teachers, who may lack the ability 
to be effective even when motivated.18 At times, in set-
tings where teachers have limited skills, this involves 
providing lesson plans that are highly scripted, outlin-
ing concrete steps for teachers.19 Many countries will 
protest that high-quality in-service professional devel-
opment—repeated, with follow-up visits in school, 
often around a specific technique—is beyond their 

Box 6.1 The landscape of in-service teacher training

The quality of in-service teacher training varies dramatically 
across countries, but much of the training does not align 
with practices that are associated with better student per-
formance.a One good practice of in-service teacher training 
involves follow-up visits to teachers’ classrooms to provide 
ongoing support. Among 100 teacher training programs 

across five regions, the median number of follow-up visits 
is fewer than one per teacher. Many in-service training pro-
grams (50 percent among a sample of programs) evaluate 
their success based on teacher knowledge at the end of the 
training; far fewer (25 percent) seek to assess their impact 
on student learning.b

Source: WDR 2018 team.

a. Popova, Evans, and Arancibia (2016).
b. Popova, Breeding, and Evans (2017).

Box 6.2 What works in preservice teacher training?

In New York City, teachers who participated in teacher 
education programs that focused on practical classroom 
work and on the curriculum of the first year produced 
significantly better results among first-year teachers than 
programs that did not.a At the same time, systems that 
have introduced alternative routes to teaching—routes 
such as Teach for America or community-teacher programs 
that skip regular preservice education—have not reduced 

learning for students.b This finding calls into question 
the value of preservice training. However, the alternative 
routes often replace preservice education with more care-
ful selection of teachers (such as in Teach for America) or 
with more performance-oriented contracts (such as those 
for contracted community teachers). Thus preservice edu-
cation remains important for most education systems and 
will likely yield better results with more practical training.

Source: WDR 2018 team.

a. Boyd and others (2009).
b. Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer (2015); Glazerman, Mayer, and Decker (2006).
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teaching the students in the lower-performing group, 
and higher-quality teachers may be assigned to the 
higher-performing classes because these students 
may be easier to teach and so the assignment appears 
to be a reward. 

In school systems with very low learning levels, 
ability grouping has had positive impacts on both 
lower- and higher-performing students. In Kenya, 
grouping students into classes by ability led to 
improved outcomes across the board, with the high-
est impacts among learners with more motivated 
teachers.25 In India, schools reorganized classes by 
group for just an hour a day and observed major 
gains in learning.26 Much of the rest of the evidence 
comes from the United States. Studies that relied on a 
credible counterfactual found that grouping students 
by ability either helps some students or at least has 
no adverse impact.27 In low-performing education 
systems, the lowest-performing students learn little 
to nothing (figure 6.1), so allowing teachers to target 
pedagogy may have a positive net effect.

Another way to help teachers teach to the level of 
the student is to help them conduct better diagnos-
tics. In Liberia, an intervention that taught teachers to 
better evaluate their students was effective, especially 
when combined with training and additional materi-
als. So was a similar program in Malawi.28 In Singa-
pore, students take screening tests at the beginning of 
grade 1, and those who are behind in reading receive 
additional support daily.29 By contrast, an interven-
tion in India that merely provided formative evalu-
ation was not effective; nor was another program in 
India that provided diagnostic reports and written 
suggestions on how to use the reports to strengthen 
teaching.30 Clearly, helping teachers to better under-
stand their students’ ability levels is worthwhile, but 
if teachers lack the tools to respond effectively or the 
incentives to do so—given that teaching students at 
multiple levels is challenging—then it may not be 
sufficient. The diagnostics can work where a system 
is in place to follow up, as well as where teacher moti-
vation is less of a binding constraint (box 6.4).

New technologies offer promising ways to help with 
teaching to the level of the student. Computer-assisted 
learning programs can permit students to go at their 
own pace or adjust the level of instruction based on an 
initial screening test.31 More advanced software can 
not only screen students initially but also dynamically 
adjust questions based on ongoing performance. 
Although the overall evidence on computer-assisted 
instruction is markedly mixed, such a dynamic learn-
ing program among secondary school students in 
Delhi, India, led to striking gains in both mathematics 

to volunteer them. That leaves behind the students 
who entered the class with less knowledge. Indeed, 
Kenyan school dropouts identified that problem as a 
primary reason for leaving school.21 Another reason 
that many students fall behind is that in many coun-
tries the curriculum may simply be too ambitious.22 
Teachers feel constrained to teach to the curriculum 
even when students have trouble keeping up.23 

A key principle in leaving no learner behind is to 
help teachers teach to the level of their students. This 
technique has been successful in different formats 
across a range of scenarios, whether by using com-
munity teachers to provide remedial lessons to the 
lowest performers, reorganizing classes by ability, or 
using technology to adapt lessons.24 In many cases, it 
does not require a significantly greater teacher effort, 
but rather relies on restructuring classes or providing 
remedial lessons for the lowest performers. A related 
principle of effective instruction is to reach students 
by teaching them in their mother tongue (box 6.3). 

Grouping students by ability may allow teachers 
to more effectively target teaching to the levels of stu-
dents in their classes. The theoretical effects of such 
grouping are mixed. The positive effects of better- 
targeted teaching have a potential downside: the 
adverse effect for lower-performing students of no 
longer learning from their higher-performing peers. 
Furthermore, in early grades in particular, student 
ability is not always easy to measure, so separating 
students by ability can put students on the wrong 
track. Teachers may also reduce their efforts when 

Figure 6.1 Only a small fraction of 
learners keeps up with the curriculum

Probability of a correct answer on a math test, by grade, 
relative to curriculum standards, Andhra Pradesh, India

Source: WDR 2018 team, using data from Muralidharan and Zieleniak (2013). 
Data at http://bit.do/WDR2018-Fig_6-1.
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Box 6.3 Reaching learners in their own language 

Children learn to read most effectively in the language 
they speak at home—their mother tongue. In Kenya, stu-
dents in early grades had higher reading comprehension 
when their teachers had training and materials in mother 
tongue instruction.a Students participating in a pilot in rural 
Philippines, where they received instruction in their local lan-
guage, showed significantly higher reading and math scores 
than students in traditional schools, which used English 
and Filipino.b In Ethiopia, students in schools affected by a 
reform to implement mother tongue instruction were subse-
quently more likely to be in the appropriate grade for their 
age.c Beyond its direct learning impacts on them, students 
receiving instruction in their mother tongue are more likely 
to attend and persist in school, as demonstrated by data from 
26 countries.d 

The increased skill from learning to read in mother 
tongue can translate into greater skill in a second language. 
Parents and policy makers sometimes object to mother 
tongue instruction on the grounds that the mother tongue 
is not a practical language for the labor market. Yet in South 
Africa, students instructed in their mother tongue in early 
grades actually performed better in English proficiency in 
later grades.e Likewise in pilot interventions in Malawi and 
the Philippines, students instructed in their mother tongue 

also performed better in English reading later on.f On the 
other hand, results from a first-language program in Kenya 
do not show better outcomes in the second language 
compared with a second-language literacy program only 
(though the program lasted only one year).g

But in countries with many languages, mother tongue 
instruction can be overwhelming to implement, and a lan-
guage “mismatch” can result in learners being left behind. 
Filipinos speak more than 180 different languages, Kenyans 
speak more than 70, and Peruvians speak nearly 100. In 98 
countries worldwide, the chance that two randomly selected 
individuals speak the same mother tongue is under 50 
percent (map B6.3.1).h In communities with a dominant lan-
guage group, the choice of that language for mother tongue 
instruction may marginalize minority children. Even in coun-
tries with few languages, teachers generally have little train-
ing in mother tongue instruction, and the materials available 
for mother tongue instruction may be limited and of lower 
quality than materials in the lingua franca.i In communities 
with multiple mother tongues, schools may divide classes 
by mother tongue, but this division can act as segregation.j 
Mother tongue instruction may be an unambiguous benefit 
for countries with a limited number of mother tongues, such 
as Burundi or Haiti, but the initiative still involves a major 

(Box continues next page)

Map B6.3.1 Linguistic diversity around the world

Source: WDR 2018 team, using data from Ethnologue (2015). Data at http://bit.do/WDR2018-Map_B6-3-1. IBRD 43166  |  SEPTEMBER 2017
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teachers for performing well nor penalize them for 
performing poorly. Teachers need to be treated as pro-
fessionals—and good professionals receive support 
and respect, but are also held to high expectations.  
A  system that does not pay attention to what its  
teachers are doing does not afford teachers the 
respect they deserve (box 6.5).

Over the long run, the best way to strengthen 
teacher ability and motivation may be to attract capa-
ble, intrinsically motivated people into the profession. 
In many countries and economies, the youth who plan 
to go into teaching are not among the highest academic 
performers (figure 6.2). In Finland, teaching is a cov-
eted profession, largely because teachers receive great 
respect, are well trained, are reasonably paid, and have 
autonomy to implement teaching standards.33 Across 

and language.32 Teaching at the level of the student is 
not a novel idea, but a range of new evidence is show-
ing how it can be implemented—even at scale—in 
developing countries.

Teacher motivation and 
incentives make a difference, 
even with few inputs
No amount of training or inputs can substitute for 
teacher motivation. Because of high teacher absen-
teeism in many countries, fostering effort is a serious 
challenge. Moreover, even when they are in school, 
teachers are often not in class teaching. Yet edu- 
cation systems in many countries neither reward 

Box 6.3 Reaching learners in their own language (continued)

investment in materials and teacher training. In more diverse 
locales, governments will need to weigh the gains and the 
costs associated with mother tongue instruction against 
those of competing investments in higher-quality education 

overall. In some cases, they may opt for better-selected and 
better-trained teachers who receive more support in teach-
ing students at their level, regardless of the language they 
speak. 

Source: WDR 2018 team.

a. Piper, Zuilkowski, and Ong’ele (2016).
b. Walter and Dekker (2011).
c. Seid (2016).
d. Smits, Huisman, and Kruijff (2008).
e. Taylor and von Fintel (2016).

f. Shin and others (2015); Walter and Dekker (2011). 
g. Piper, Zuilkowski, and Ong’ele (2016).
h. Ethnologue (2015).
i. Ong’uti, Aloka, and Raburu (2016); RTI International (2016).
j. Metila, Pradilla, and Williams (2016).

Box 6.4 Using diagnostic data to deliver better learning in Latin America 

Mexico’s Colima state implemented a learning improvement 
program in low-performing public schools using student 
performance on a national exam. Each school was assigned 
a technical adviser who visited schools three times a month 
to train teachers on analyzing the test information, as well as 
on understanding the reasons for poor performance. Based 
on the analysis, the adviser—working with school directors 
and teachers—developed a school-specific plan to address 
identified problems and provided follow-up support during 

implementation of the plan. Student performance improved 
in both language and math, but only several months 
after the program was launched.a A similar program in 
Argentina—distributing reports on the learning outcomes 
of students to public primary schools to inform teachers 
of the strengths and weaknesses of their students—also 
increased learning. Students in those schools reported that 
their teachers were more active in interacting with students 
in their classrooms and were less likely to leave early.b

Source: WDR 2018 team.

a. de Hoyos, Garcia-Moreno, and Patrinos (2017).
b. de Hoyos, Ganimian, and Holland (2016).
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Better selection and retention policies will result 
in better teachers. More meritocratic hiring—say, 
based on a test instead of patronage—could improve 
student learning.35 One proposal would be to intro-
duce a teaching apprenticeship of three to five years, 
allowing systems to identify effective teachers.36  
The least effective teachers could then be transi-
tioned out of the teaching force. In the United States, 
proposals to phase out the least effective teachers 
suggest that the gains to learners over time would 
be sub stantial: replacing the least effective 7–12 
percent of teachers could bridge the gap between 
U.S. student performance and that of Finland.37 Esti-
mates of teacher value added in other countries are 

many countries, average teacher pay has fallen relative 
to that of other professions. At the same time, the wage 
distribution in teaching has narrowed. High-ability 
candidates may be less attracted by a narrow pay 
structure because it gives them little opportunity to 
reap professional rewards from high performance.34 
Restructuring teacher pay both to remunerate compet-
itively and to provide returns to good performance—
whether directly through pay or indirectly through 
promotion or retention—may improve the quality of 
candidates entering the teaching profession. But this is 
a long-term solution, not a quick fix, and even the best 
candidates need a supportive system to maintain their 
skills and effort over time.

Box 6.5 Would raising teachers’ salaries increase their motivation?

In many countries, teachers are paid less than other com-
parably educated professionals.a Would raising their sal-
aries lead to higher motivation and better performance? 
Indonesia doubled pay for certified teachers, using a ran-
domized controlled trial to evaluate the impact. Doubling 

pay increased teacher satisfaction, but it had no effect on 
either measurable effort or student performance for existing 
teachers.b Though higher salaries could attract more capable 
candidates to the profession over time, raising salaries is no 
quick fix for shortcomings in motivation or effort. 

Source: WDR 2018 team.

a. Mizala and Ñopo (2016); OECD (2016a).
b. de Ree and others (forthcoming).

Figure 6.2 Prospective engineers typically score higher than prospective teachers 
on PISA tests

PISA 2015 scores for participating countries and economies, by subject and self-identified prospective occupation

Source: WDR 2018 team, using data from OECD (2016b). Data at http://bit.do/WDR2018-Fig_6-2.

Note: PISA = Programme for International Student Assessment.
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of neglectful ones are just two important parts of a 
broader spectrum of accountability interventions. At 
the same time, teachers in many environments face 
multiple demands beyond teaching, as well as risks 
such as late payment of salaries and even physical 
danger (box 6.6). It can be tempting, in light of data 
on high teacher absenteeism and low teacher skills, 
to blame teachers for many of the faults of education 
systems. But these systems often ask far more of 
teachers than teaching—and at times offer relatively 
little in return.42 

Financial and nonfinancial incentives are one 
possible mechanism for teacher motivation. In 
India, students performed better in primary schools 
that provided teachers with financial incentives for 
higher reading and mathematics scores.43 Students 
also scored higher in science and social studies, 
despite no financial incentives being offered in 
those areas. Other financial incentive programs were 
successful in two districts of Kenya and elsewhere 
in India.44 In the United States, by contrast, teacher 

comparable, suggesting similarly large gains around 
the world to improved teacher selection.38

Education systems need to build accountability to 
align incentives between teachers and others. Teach-
ers have incentives and information that are distinct 
from those of students, parents, and administrators, 
and mental models and social expectations affect the 
decisions of all actors. In the absence of accountability 
to provide motivation, teachers may minimize their 
efforts even as learners and parents wish for them 
to exert more. In Argentina and Uganda, more than 
one-third of teachers surveyed do not see themselves 
as responsible for their students’ learning; in Senegal, 
the share is more than half.39 

Teacher motivation works through various behav-
ioral mechanisms and comes in multiple forms.40 The 
fact that another person may observe their perfor-
mance offers a form of professional motivation. So do 
evaluations, where teachers expect their performance 
to be assessed, with the associated consequences.41 
Financial incentives for successful teachers and firing 

Box 6.6 One factor undermining teaching: Poor working conditions 

Analyses of the proximate causes of lack of learning in 
low- and middle-income countries often point to teachers. 
Evidence suggests that in many countries teachers are absent 
for an astonishing number of school days and know too little 
about the subjects they are to teach. For this reason, students 
and other stakeholders may want and deserve more from 
teachers—but teachers also deserve more from the systems 
that employ them.a Over the last few decades, the status of 
the teaching profession has declined across the world in terms 
of pay, respect, and working conditions.b Because of the rapid 
expansion in access to education, teachers in developing coun-
tries often lead oversized, multigrade classes.c The teacher 
shortage increases workloads and requires long working 
hours, sometimes including double shifts.d Moreover, teachers 
often have duties outside classrooms, such as coordinating  
the activities of parent-teacher associations, running extra-
curricular activities, and performing administrative tasks.e

Teachers in developing countries also face difficult 
working and living conditions. A lack of school infrastruc-
ture and equipment often handicaps their efforts.f Many 
teachers take on other jobs to support themselves and their 
families.g The situation is even worse for teachers in remote 
and rural areas, who have to travel long distances to work 
and collect their salary.h

And then there are the widely implemented curriculum 
reforms that require teachers to equip students with new 
skills and employ better pedagogy, but often without 
giving teachers sufficient training and supportive teaching 
materials.i In such cases, teachers are expected to perform 
as professionals, but education systems fail to offer them 
professional development opportunities and create a pro-
fessional culture for them.j

Source: WDR 2018 team.

a. Evans and Yuan (2017).
b.  Dolton and Marcenaro-Gutierrez (2011); Hammett (2008); Harris-Van 

Keuren and Silova (2015).
c.  Gamero Burón and Lassibille (2016); Guajardo (2011); Ramachandran, 

Bhattacharjea, and Sheshagiri (2008).
d.  Ávalos and Valenzuela (2016); Gamero Burón and Lassibille (2016); Liu 

and Onwuegbuzie (2012); Luschei and Chudgar (2017); Osei (2006); 
Urwick and Kisa (2014).

e.  Guajardo (2011); Liu and Onwuegbuzie (2012); Luschei and Chudgar (2017).
f.  Alcázar and others (2006); Gamero Burón and Lassibille (2016); Urwick 

and Kisa (2014).
g.  Urwick and Kisa (2014).
h.  Gamero Burón and Lassibille (2016).
i.  Peng and others (2014); Urwick and Kisa (2014).
j.  Mooij (2008).
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With financial incentives, the devil is in the details. 
Incentives can be based on teacher inputs such as 
attendance or on outputs such as student learning. 
They can be based on reaching an absolute level of 
achievement or on gains. They can be available to all 
who reach a goal, or they can be competitive across 
schools. They will vary in size relative to teacher sal-
aries. The evidence on these design elements is still 
limited, but they merit careful consideration, taking 
into account local institutions. 

Likewise, the precise shape of a system’s overall 
incentive structure will vary by context. In some places, 
financial incentives may be worth piloting. In others, 
increased community accountability may be effective. 
The mixed evidence on these interventions suggests a 
need to examine carefully the context and to test pro-
grams locally. But while details will vary, no education 
system will be successful unless it provides incen-
tives—whether implicit or explicit—for teacher effort. 

* * *

Over time, education systems perform best when 
their teachers are respected, prepared, selected based 
on merit, and supported in their work. Countries 
should work toward these objectives. But in the short 
run, countries can take actions to strengthen the 
performance of teachers. They can improve the qual-
ity of professional development, shifting resources 
to the kinds of professional development that will 
change teacher performance in the classroom. They 
can support teachers in teaching to the level of the 
student. They can provide a professional structure so 
that teachers feel motivated to apply what they know. 
Teachers are key to learners’ education. Making them 
more effective in both the short and the long run is 
an excellent investment. 

financial incentives did not improve test scores in 
several states.45 However, large financial incentives 
for teachers did increase student learning in the 
District of Columbia, United States.46 In Mexico and 
Tanzania, teacher financial incentives were effective 
only in conjunction with another intervention.47 
One interpretation of this scattered evidence is that 
financial incentives are most likely to be effective 
when teachers can take straightforward actions to 
improve learning. In environments with high teacher 
absenteeism from school or from the classroom while 
at school, it is likely to be clear to teachers that they 
can improve learning by simply coming to school 
and spending more time teaching. Alternatively, in 
environments like that found in the United States 
where teacher absenteeism is minimal, the specific 
actions that teachers should take to improve learn-
ing may be less obvious and less easy to implement. 
Nonfinancial incentives may include providing suc-
cessful teachers with special recognition. Evidence 
of the effectiveness of these incentives in education 
is limited, although there is suggestive evidence in 
other sectors—for example among health workers in 
Zambia, where public recognition of worker achieve-
ment markedly improved performance.48 

Financial incentives can also create challenges. In 
Kenya, responding to a student incentive program, 
teachers taught specifically to the test, potentially 
neglecting more holistic learning. In a teacher 
incentive program in Mexican secondary schools, a 
significant portion of the identified increase in stu-
dent learning was attributed to student cheating.49 
In the United States, teacher cheating rose strongly 
when incentives were increased.50 And when teacher 
incentive programs are removed, the results can also 
be adverse.51

Notes
 1. UIS (2017).
 2. Bold and others (forthcoming); Tandon and Fukao (2015); 

World Bank (2016).
 3. Bruns and Luque (2015); Mulkeen (2010). 
 4. Strizek and others (2014).
 5. Calderón (2014); World Bank (2014, 2016).
 6. Darling-Hammond and others (2009).
 7. Hammett (2008); Lauwerier and Akkari (2015).
 8. Aaronson, Barrow, and Sander (2007); Buddin and 

Zamarro (2009); Goldhaber (2007); Rivkin, Hanushek, 
and Kain (2005).

 9. Michaelowa (2001).

 10. Popova, Evans, and Arancibia (2016).
 11. Walter and Briggs (2012).
 12. Darling-Hammond and others (2009); Yoon and others 

(2007). 
 13. Kraft, Blazar, and Hogan (2016); Popova, Evans, and  

Arancibia (2016). 
 14. Conn (2017).
 15. Banerjee and others (2007).
 16. Liang, Kidwai, and Zhang (2016).
 17. Fryer (2017).
 18. Ganimian and Murnane (2016).



140    |    World Development Report 2018

Ávalos, Beatrice, and Juan Pablo Valenzuela. 2016. “Education 
for All and Attrition/Retention of New Teachers: A Tra-
jectory Study in Chile.” International Journal of Educational 
Development 49: 279–90.

Banerjee, Abhijit Vinayak, Rukmini Banerji, James Berry, 
Esther Duflo, Harini Kannan, Shobhini Mukerji, Marc 
Shotland, et al. 2016. “Mainstreaming an Effective Inter-
vention: Evidence from Randomized Evaluations of 
‘Teaching at the Right Level’ in India.” NBER Working 
Paper 22746, National Bureau of Economic Research, 
Cambridge, MA.

Banerjee, Abhijit Vinayak, Shawn Cole, Esther Duflo, and 
Leigh Linden. 2007. “Remedying Education: Evidence 
from Two Randomized Experiments in India.” Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 122 (3): 1235–64.

Behrman, Jere R., Susan W. Parker, Petra E. Todd, and  
Kenneth I. Wolpin. 2015. “Aligning Learning Incentives 
of Students and Teachers: Results from a Social Experi-
ment in Mexican High Schools.” Journal of Political Econ-
omy 123 (2): 325–64.

Bold, Tessa, Deon Filmer, Gayle Martin, Ezequiel Molina, 
Brian Stacy, Christophe Rockmore, Jakob Svensson, et al. 
Forthcoming. “Enrollment without Learning: Teacher 
Effort, Knowledge, and Skill in Primary Schools in 
Africa.” Journal of Economic Perspectives. 

Bolyard, K. J. 2003. “Linking Continuous Assessment and 
Teacher Development: Evaluating a Model of Continu-
ous Assessment for Primary Schools in Malawi.” EQUIP1 
Continuous Assessment, Educational Quality Improve-
ment Program, U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment, Washington, DC.

Boyd, Donald J., Pamela L. Grossman, Hamilton Lankford, 
Susanna Loeb, and James Wyckoff. 2009. “Teacher Prepa-
ration and Student Achievement.” Educational Evaluation 
and Policy Analysis 31 (4): 416–40.

Bruns, Barbara, and Javier Luque. 2015. Great Teachers: How to 
Raise Student Learning in Latin America and the Caribbean. 
With Soledad De Gregorio, David K. Evans, Marco  
Fernández, Martin Moreno, Jessica Rodriguez, Guillermo 
Toral, and Noah Yarrow. Latin American Development 
Forum Series. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Buddin, Richard, and Gema Zamarro. 2009. “Teacher Qualifi-
cations and Student Achievement in Urban Elementary 
Schools.” Journal of Urban Economics 66 (2): 103–15.

Buhl-Wiggers, Julie, Jason T. Kerwin, Jeffrey A. Smith, and 
Rebecca Thornton. 2017. “The Impact of Teacher Effec-
tiveness on Student Learning in Africa.” Paper presented 
at RISE Annual Conference 2017, Center for Global Devel-
opment, Washington, DC, June 15–16. http://www.rise 
programme.org/sites/www.riseprogramme.org/files 
/Buhl-Wiggers%20The%20Impact%20of%20Teacher%20
Effectiveness%202017-04-30_0.pdf.

Calderón, David. 2014. “Invertir en la Formación Docente.” 
Animal Político (blog), November 13. http://www.animal 
politico.com/blogueros-aprender-es-mi-derecho/2014/11 
/13/invertir-en-la-formacion-docente/.

Carrillo, Paul, Mercedes Onofa, and Juan Ponce. 2010. “Infor-
mation Technology and Student Achievement: Evidence 
from a Randomized Experiment in Ecuador.” IDB 

 19. He, Linden, and MacLeod (2008, 2009); Lucas and others 
(2014); Spratt, King, and Bulat (2013).

 20. Abadzi and Llambiri (2011); Ciaccio (2004); Leder (1987).
 21. Zuilkowski, Jukes, and Dubeck (2016).
 22. Pritchett and Beatty (2015).
 23. Banerjee and others (2016).
 24. Banerjee and others (2007, 2016); Duflo, Dupas, and 

Kremer (2011); Kiessel and Duflo (2014); Muralidharan, 
Singh, and Ganimian (2016).

 25. Cummins (2016); Duflo, Dupas, and Kremer (2011).
 26. Banerjee and others (2016).
 27. Figlio and Page (2002); Lefgren (2004); Zimmer (2003).
 28. Bolyard (2003); Piper and Korda (2010).
 29. OECD (2011).
 30. Aaronson, Barrow, and Sander (2007); Duflo and others 

(2014); Muralidharan and Sundararaman (2010).
 31. Banerjee and others (2007); Carrillo, Onofa, and Ponce 

(2010).
 32. Muralidharan, Singh, and Ganimian (2016).
 33. Sahlberg (2011).
 34. Jackson (2012).
 35. Estrada (2016).
 36. Muralidharan (2016).
 37. Hanushek (2011).
 38. Buhl-Wiggers and others (2017).
 39. Sabarwal, Abu-Jawdeh, and Masood (2017).
 40. Gill, Lerner, and Meosky (2016).
 41. Lerner and Tetlock (1999).
 42. Mizala and Ñopo (2016); OECD (2016a).
 43. Muralidharan (2012); Muralidharan and Sundararaman 

(2011). 
 44. Duflo, Hanna, and Ryan (2012); Glewwe, Ilias, and 

Kremer (2010).
 45. Fryer (2013); Glazerman, McKie, and Carey (2009); 

Springer and others (2010).
 46. Dee and Wyckoff (2015).
 47. Behrman and others (2015); Mbiti, Muralidharan, and 

Schipper (2016).
 48. Ashraf, Bandiera, and Jack (2014).
 49. Behrman and others (2015).
 50. Jacob and Levitt (2003).
 51. Jinnai (2016); Visaria and others (2016).

References
Aaronson, Daniel, Lisa Barrow, and William Sander. 2007. 

“Teachers and Student Achievement in the Chicago Pub-
lic High Schools.” Journal of Labor Economics 25 (1): 95–135.

Abadzi, Helen, and Stavri Llambiri. 2011. “Selective Teacher 
Attention in Lower-Income Countries: A Phenomenon 
Linked to Dropout and Illiteracy?” Prospects 41 (4): 491–506.

Alcázar, Lorena, F. Halsey Rogers, Nazmul Chaudhury,  
Jeffrey Hammer, Michael R. Kremer, and Karthik 
Muralidharan. 2006. “Why Are Teachers Absent? Probing 
Service Delivery in Peruvian Primary Schools.” Interna-
tional Journal of Educational Research 45 (3): 117–36.

Ashraf, Nava, Oriana Bandiera, and B. Kelsey Jack. 2014. “No 
Margin, No Mission? A Field Experiment on Incentives 
for Public Service Delivery.” Journal of Public Economics 
120: 1–17.



Teacher skills and motivation both matter (though many education systems act like they don’t)   |    141

Estrada, Ricardo. 2016. “Crony Education: Teacher Hiring 
and Rent Extraction.” Working paper, European Univer-
sity Institute, San Domenico di Fiesole, Italy.

Ethnologue. 2015. Ethnologue: Languages of the World 
(database). 18th ed., SIL International, Dallas. http://
www.ethnologue.com/18/.

Evans, David K., and Fei Yuan. 2017. “The Working Condi-
tions of Teachers in Low- and Middle-Income Countries.” 
WDR 2018 background paper, World Bank, Washing- 
ton, DC.

Figlio, David N., and Marianne E. Page. 2002. “School Choice 
and the Distributional Effects of Ability Tracking: Does 
Separation Increase Inequality?” Journal of Urban Econom-
ics 51 (3): 497–514.

Fryer, Roland G., Jr. 2013. “Teacher Incentives and Student 
Achievement: Evidence from New York City Public 
Schools.” Journal of Labor Economics 31 (2): 373–407.

————. 2017. “The Production of Human Capital in Devel-
oped Countries: Evidence from 196 Randomized Field 
Experiments.” In Handbook of Field Experiments, edited  
by Abhijit Vinayak Banerjee and Esther Duflo, Vol. 2, 
95–322. Handbooks in Economics Series. Amsterdam: 
North-Holland.

Gamero Burón, Carlos, and Gérard Lassibille. 2016. “Job  
Satisfaction among Primary School Personnel in Mada-
gascar.” Journal of Development Studies 52 (11): 1628–46.

Ganimian, Alejandro J., and Richard J. Murnane. 2016. 
“Improving Education in Developing Countries: Lessons 
from Rigorous Impact Evaluations.” Review of Educational 
Research 86 (3): 719–55.

Gill, Brian P., Jennifer S. Lerner, and Paul Meosky. 2016. 
“Reimagining Accountability in K–12 Education.” Behav-
ioral Science and Policy 2 (1): 57–70.

Glazerman, Steven, Daniel Mayer, and Paul Decker. 2006. 
“Alternative Routes to Teaching: The Impacts of Teach 
for America on Student Achievement and Other Out-
comes.” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 25 (1): 
75–96.

Glazerman, Steven, Allison McKie, and Nancy Carey. 2009. 
“An Evaluation of the Teacher Advancement Program 
(TAP) in Chicago: Year One Impact Report, Final Report.” 
Mathematica Policy Research, Princeton, NJ.

Glewwe, Paul W., Nauman Ilias, and Michael R. Kremer. 
2010. “Teacher Incentives.” American Economic Journal: 
Applied Economics 2 (3): 205–27.

Goldhaber, Dan. 2007. “Everyone’s Doing It, but What Does 
Teacher Testing Tell Us about Teacher Effectiveness?” 
Journal of Human Resources 42 (4): 765–94.

Guajardo, Jarret. 2011. “Teacher Motivation: Theoretical 
Framework, Situation Analysis of Save the Children 
Country Offices, and Recommended Strategies.” Teacher 
Motivation Working Group, Save the Children, Fair -
field, CT.

Hammett, Daniel. 2008. “Disrespecting Teacher: The Decline 
in Social Standing of Teachers in Cape Town, South 
Africa.” International Journal of Educational Development  
28 (3): 340–47.

Hanushek, Eric A. 2011. “Valuing Teachers: How Much Is a 
Good Teacher Worth?” Education Next 11 (3): 40–45.

Working Paper IDB-WP-223, Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, Washington, DC.

Ciaccio, Joseph. 2004. Totally Positive Teaching: A Five-Stage 
Approach to Energizing Students and Teachers. Alexandria, 
VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development.

Conn, Katharine M. 2017. “Identifying Effective Education 
Interventions in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Meta-Analysis  
of Impact Evaluations.” Review of Educational Research 
(May 26). http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.3102 
/0034654317712025.

Cummins, Joseph R. 2016. “Heterogeneous Treatment 
Effects in the Low Track: Revisiting the Kenyan Primary 
School Experiment.” Economics of Education Review  
56 (February): 40–51.

Darling-Hammond, Linda, Ruth Chung Wei, Alethea Andree, 
Nikole Richardson, and Stelios Orphanos. 2009. “Profes-
sional Learning in the Learning Profession: A Status 
Report on Teacher Development in the United States  
and Abroad.” National Staff Development Council, 
Dallas.

Dee, Thomas S., and James Wyckoff. 2015. “Incentives, Selec-
tion, and Teacher Performance: Evidence from Impact.” 
Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 34 (2): 267–97.

de Hoyos, Rafael E., Alejandro J. Ganimian, and Peter A.  
Holland. 2016. “Teaching with the Test: Experimental 
Evidence on Diagnostic Feedback and Capacity-Building 
for Schools in Argentina.” Working paper, World Bank, 
Washington, DC.

de Hoyos, Rafael E., Vicente A. Garcia-Moreno, and Harry 
Anthony Patrinos. 2017. “The Impact of an Accountability 
Intervention with Diagnostic Feedback: Evidence from 
Mexico.” Economics of Education Review 58: 123–40.

de Ree, Joppe, Karthik Muralidharan, Menno Pradhan,  
and Halsey Rogers. Forthcoming. “Double for Nothing? 
Experimental Evidence on an Unconditional Teacher 
Salary Increase in Indonesia.” Quarterly Journal of 
Economics.

Dolton, Peter, and Oscar Marcenaro-Gutierrez. 2011. “2013 
Global Teacher Status Index.” With Vikas Pota, Marc 
Boxser, and Ash Pajpani. Varkey Gems Foundation,  
London. https://www.varkeyfoundation.org/sites/default 
/files/documents/2013GlobalTeacherStatusIndex.pdf.

Duflo, Esther, James Berry, Shobhini Mukerji, and Marc 
Shotland. 2014. “A Wide Angle View of Learning: Evalua-
tion of the CCE and LEP Programmes in Haryana.”  
3ie Grantee Final Report, International Initiative for 
Impact Evaluation, New Delhi.

Duflo, Esther, Pascaline Dupas, and Michael R. Kremer. 2011. 
“Peer Effects, Teacher Incentives, and the Impact of 
Tracking: Evidence from a Randomized Evaluation in 
Kenya.” American Economic Review 101 (5): 1739–74.

————. 2015. “School Governance, Teacher Incentives, and 
Pupil-Teacher Ratios: Experimental Evidence from  
Kenyan Primary Schools.” Journal of Public Economics 123 
(March): 92–110.

Duflo, Esther, Rema Hanna, and Stephen P. Ryan. 2012. 
“Incentives Work: Getting Teachers to Come to School.” 
American Economic Review 102 (4): 1241–78.



142    |    World Development Report 2018

Teacher Distribution in Developing Countries: Teachers of  
Marginalized Students in India, Mexico, and Tanzania, edited 
by Thomas F. Luschei and Amita Chudgar, 87–107. New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Mbiti, Isaac M., Karthik Muralidharan, and Youdi Schipper. 
2016. “Inputs, Incentives, and Complementarities in Pri-
mary Education: Experimental Evidence from Tanzania.” 
Working paper, University of California at San Diego.

Metila, Romylyn A., Lea Angela S. Pradilla, and Alan B. Wil-
liams. 2016. “The Challenge of Implementing Mother 
Tongue Education in Linguistically Diverse Contexts: 
The Case of the Philippines.” Asia-Pacific Education 
Researcher 25 (5–6): 781–89.

Michaelowa, Katharina. 2001. “Primary Education Quality in 
Francophone Sub-Saharan Africa: Determinants of 
Learning Achievement and Efficiency Considerations.” 
World Development 29 (10): 1699–1716.

Mizala, Alejandra, and Hugo Ñopo. 2016. “Measuring the 
Relative Pay of School Teachers in Latin America 1997–
2007.” International Journal of Educational Development  
47: 20–32.

Mooij, Jos. 2008. “Primary Education, Teachers’ Profession-
alism and Social Class about Motivation and Demotiva-
tion of Government School Teachers in India.” Interna-
tional Journal of Educational Development 28 (5): 508–23.

Mulkeen, Aidan G. 2010. Teachers in Anglophone Africa: Issues in 
Teacher Supply, Training, and Management. Development 
Practice in Education Series. Washington, DC: World 
Bank.

Muralidharan, Karthik. 2012. “Long-Term Effects of Teacher 
Performance Pay: Experimental Evidence from India.” 
Working paper, University of California at San Diego.

————. 2016. “A New Approach to Public Sector Hiring in 
India for Improved Service Delivery.” Working paper, 
University of California at San Diego.

Muralidharan, Karthik, Abhijeet Singh, and Alejandro J. 
Ganimian. 2016. “Disrupting Education? Experimental 
Evidence on Technology-Aided Instruction in India.” 
NBER Working Paper 22923, National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research, Cambridge, MA.

Muralidharan, Karthik, and Venkatesh Sundararaman. 2010. 
“The Impact of Diagnostic Feedback to Teachers on  
Student Learning: Experimental Evidence from India.” 
Economic Journal 120 (546): F187–F203.

————. 2011. “Teacher Performance Pay: Experimental Evi-
dence from India.” Journal of Political Economy 119 (1): 
39–77.

Muralidharan, Karthik, and Yendrick Zieleniak. 2013. “Mea-
suring Learning Trajectories in Developing Countries 
with Longitudinal Data and Item Response Theory.” 
Paper presented at Young Lives Conference, Oxford  
University, Oxford, U.K., July 8–9.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment). 2011. Strong Performers and Successful Reformers  
in Education: Lessons from PISA for the United States. Paris: 
OECD.

————. 2016a. Education at a Glance 2016: OECD Indicators. 
Paris: OECD.

————. 2016b. PISA 2015 Results: Excellence and Equity in Educa-
tion. Vol. 1. Paris: OECD.

Harris-Van Keuren, Christine, and Iveta Silova. 2015. “Imple-
menting EFA Strategy No. 9: The Evolution of the Status 
of the Teaching Profession (2000–2015) and the Impact 
on the Quality of Education in Developing Countries, 
Three Case Studies.” With Suzanne McAllister. Report 
ED/EFA/MRT/2015/PI/08, background paper, Education 
for All Global Monitoring Report, United Nations Educa-
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, Paris.

He, Fang, Leigh L. Linden, and Margaret MacLeod. 2008. 
“How to Teach English in India: Testing the Relative Pro-
ductivity of Instruction Methods within the Pratham 
English Language Education Program.” Working paper, 
Columbia University, New York.

————. 2009. “A Better Way to Teach Children to Read? Evi-
dence from a Randomized Controlled Trial.” Working 
paper, Columbia University, New York.

Jackson, C. Kirabo. 2012. “Recruiting, Retaining, and Creat-
ing Quality Teachers.” Nordic Economic Policy Review 3 (1): 
61–104.

Jacob, Brian A., and Steven D. Levitt. 2003. “Rotten Apples: An 
Investigation of the Prevalence and Predictors of Teacher 
Cheating.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 118 (3): 843–78.

Jinnai, Yusuke. 2016. “To Introduce or Not to Introduce Mon-
etary Bonuses: The Cost of Repealing Teacher Incen-
tives.” Economics and Management Series EMS-2016-08, 
IUJ Research Institute, International University of Japan, 
Minamiuonuma, Niigata Prefecture. http://www.iuj.ac 
.jp/research/workingpapers/EMS_2016_08.pdf.

Kiessel, Jessica, and Annie Duflo. 2014. “Cost Effectiveness 
Report: Teacher Community Assistant Initiative (TCAI).” 
IPA Brief, Innovation for Poverty Action, New Haven, CT.

Kraft, Matthew A., David Blazar, and Dylan Hogan. 2016. 
“The Effect of Teacher Coaching on Instruction and 
Achievement: A Meta-Analysis of the Causal Evidence.” 
Working paper, Brown University, Providence, RI. 

Lauwerier, Thibaut, and Abdeljalil Akkari. 2015. “Teachers 
and the Quality of Basic Education in Sub-Saharan 
Africa.” ERF Working Paper 11, Education Research and 
Foresight, Paris.

Leder, Gilah C. 1987. “Teacher Student Interaction: A Case 
Study.” Educational Studies in Mathematics 18 (3): 255–71.

Lefgren, Lars. 2004. “Educational Peer Effects and the Chicago 
Public Schools.” Journal of Urban Economics 56 (2): 169–91.

Lerner, Jennifer S., and Philip E. Tetlock. 1999. “Accounting 
for the Effects of Accountability.” Psychological Bulletin 125 
(2): 255–75.

Liang, Xiaoyan, Huma Kidwai, and Minxuan Zhang. 2016. 
How Shanghai Does It: Insights and Lessons from the Highest- 
Ranking Education System in the World. Directions in Devel-
opment: Human Development Series. Washington, DC: 
World Bank.

Liu, Shujie, and Anthony J. Onwuegbuzie. 2012. “Chinese 
Teachers’ Work Stress and Their Turnover Intention.” 
International Journal of Educational Research 53: 160–70.

Lucas, Adrienne M., Patrick J. McEwan, Moses Ngware, and 
Moses Oketch. 2014. “Improving Early-Grade Literacy in 
East Africa: Experimental Evidence from Kenya and 
Uganda.” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 33 (4): 
950–76.

Luschei, Thomas F., and Amita Chudgar. 2017. “Supply-Side 
Explanations for Inequitable Teacher Distribution.” In 



Teacher skills and motivation both matter (though many education systems act like they don’t)   |    143

Learning English as a Second Language.” Bilingual 
Research Journal 38 (3): 255–74.

Smits, Jeroen, Janine Huisman, and Karine Kruijff. 2008. 
“Home Language and Education in the Developing 
World.” Report 2009/ED/EFA/MRT/PI/21, background 
paper, Education for All Global Monitoring Report, 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Organization, Paris.

Spratt, Jennifer, Simon King, and Jennae Bulat. 2013. “Inde-
pendent Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Institut pour 
l’Education Populaire’s ‘Read-Learn-Lead’ (RLL) Program 
in Mali: Endline Report.” Research Triangle Institute, 
Research Triangle Park, NC.

Springer, Matthew G., Dale Ballou, Laura Hamilton, 
Vi-Nhuan Le, J. R. Lockwood, Daniel F. McCaffrey,  
Matthew Pepper, et al. 2010. “Teacher Pay for Perfor-
mance: Experimental Evidence from the Project on 
Incentives in Teaching.” National Center on Performance 
Incentives, Vanderbilt University, Nashville, TN.

Strizek, Gregory A., Steve Tourkin, Ebru Erberber, and Pat-
rick Gonzales. 2014. “Teaching and Learning Interna-
tional Survey (TALIS) 2013: U.S. Technical Report.” NCES 
2015–010, National Center for Education Statistics, Insti-
tute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, Washington, DC.

Tandon, Prateek, and Tsuyoshi Fukao. 2015. Educating the 
Next Generation: Improving Teacher Quality in Cambodia. 
Directions in Development: Human Development Series. 
Washington, DC: World Bank.

Taylor, Stephen, and Marisa von Fintel. 2016. “Estimating the 
Impact of Language of Instruction in South African Pri-
mary Schools: A Fixed Effects Approach.” Economics of 
Education Review 50: 75–89.

UIS (UNESCO Institute for Statistics). 2017. Education (data-
base). UIS, Montreal. http://data.uis.unesco.org/.

Urwick, James, and Sarah Kisa. 2014. “Science Teacher Short-
age and the Moonlighting Culture: The Pathology of the 
Teacher Labour Market in Uganda.” International Journal 
of Educational Development 36: 72–80.

Visaria, Sujata, Rajeev Dehejia, Melody M. Chao, and  
Anirban Mukhopadhyay. 2016. “Unintended Conse-
quences of Rewards for Student Attendance: Results 
from a Field Experiment in Indian Classrooms.” Econom-
ics of Education Review 54: 173–84.

Walter, Catherine, and Jessica Briggs. 2012. “What Profes-
sional Development Makes the Most Difference to 
Teachers?” Department of Education, University of 
Oxford, Oxford, U.K.

Walter, Stephen L., and Diane E. Dekker. 2011. “Mother 
Tongue Instruction in Lubuagan: A Case Study from the 
Philippines.” International Review of Education 57 (5–6): 
667–83.

World Bank. 2014. “Teacher Training (% of Total Education 
Expenditure).” EdStats: Education Statistics (database). 
World Bank, Washington, DC. http://datatopics.world 
bank.org/education/.

————. 2016. “Assessing Basic Education Service Delivery in 
the Philippines: The Philippines Public Education 
Expenditure Tracking and Quantitative Service Delivery 
Study.” Report AUS6799. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Ong’uti, Charles Onchiri, Peter J. O. Aloka, and Pamela 
Raburu. 2016. “Factors Affecting Teaching and Learning 
in Mother Tongue in Public Lower Primary Schools in 
Kenya.” International Journal of Psychology and Behavioral 
Sciences 6 (3): 161–66.

Osei, George M. 2006. “Teachers in Ghana: Issues of Train-
ing, Remuneration and Effectiveness.” International Jour-
nal of Educational Development 26 (1): 38–51.

Peng, Wen J., Elizabeth McNess, Sally Thomas, Xiang Rong 
Wu, Chong Zhang, Jian Zhong Li, and Hui Sheng Tian. 
2014. “Emerging Perceptions of Teacher Quality and 
Teacher Development in China.” International Journal of 
Educational Development 34: 77–89.

Piper, Benjamin, and Medina Korda. 2010. “EGRA Plus:  
Liberia, Program Evaluation Report.” Research Triangle 
Institute, Research Triangle Park, NC.

Piper, Benjamin, Stephanie S. Zuilkowski, and Salome 
Ong’ele. 2016. “Implementing Mother Tongue Instruc-
tion in the Real World: Results from a Medium-Scale 
Randomized Controlled Trial in Kenya.” Comparative 
Education Review 60 (4): 776–807.

Popova, Anna, Mary E. Breeding, and David K. Evans. 2017. 
“Global Landscape of In-Service Teacher Professional 
Development Programs: The Gap between Evidence and 
Practice.” Background paper, World Bank, Washington, 
DC.

Popova, Anna, David K. Evans, and Violeta Arancibia. 2016. 
“Training Teachers on the Job: What Works and How to 
Measure It.” Policy Research Working Paper 7834, World 
Bank, Washington, DC.

Pritchett, Lant, and Amanda Beatty. 2015. “Slow Down, You’re 
Going Too Fast: Matching Curricula to Student Skill  
Levels.” International Journal of Educational Development  
40: 276–88.

Ramachandran, Vimala, Suman Bhattacharjea, and K. M. 
Sheshagiri. 2008. “Primary School Teachers: The Twists 
and Turns of Everyday Practice.” Working paper, Educa-
tional Resource Unit, New Delhi.

Rivkin, Steven G., Eric A. Hanushek, and John F. Kain. 2005. 
“Teachers, Schools, and Academic Achievement.” Econo-
metrica 73 (2): 417–58.

RTI International. 2016. “Survey of Children’s Reading Mate-
rials in African Languages in Eleven Countries: Final 
Report.” EdData II: Data for Education Research and 
Programming in Africa, U.S. Agency for International 
Development, Washington, DC.

Sabarwal, Shwetlena, Malek Abu-Jawdeh, and Eema Masood. 
2017. “Understanding Teacher Effort: Insights from 
Cross-Country Data on Teacher Perceptions.” Back-
ground paper, World Bank, Washington, DC.

Sahlberg, Pasi. 2011. Finnish Lessons: What Can the World Learn 
from Educational Change in Finland? New York: Teachers 
College Press.

Seid, Yared. 2016. “Does Learning in Mother Tongue Matter? 
Evidence from a Natural Experiment in Ethiopia.”  
Economics of Education Review 55: 21–38.

Shin, Jaran, Misty Sailors, Nicola McClung, P. David  
Pearson, James V. Hoffman, and Margaret Chilimanjira. 
2015. “The Case of Chichewa and English in Malawi: The 
Impact of First Language Reading and Writing on 



144    |    World Development Report 2018

Zimmer, Ron. 2003. “A New Twist in the Educational Track-
ing Debate.” Economics of Education Review 22 (3): 307–15.

Zuilkowski, Stephanie Simmons, Matthew C. H. Jukes, and 
Margaret M. Dubeck. 2016. “ ‘I Failed, No Matter How 
Hard I Tried’: A Mixed-Methods Study of the Role of 
Achievement in Primary School Dropout in Rural  
Kenya.” International Journal of Educational Development  
50: 100–107.

Yoon, Kwang Suk, Teresa Duncan, Silvia Wen-Yu Lee, Beth 
Scarloss, and Kathy L. Shapley. 2007. “Reviewing the  
Evidence on How Teacher Professional Development 
Affects Student Achievement.” Issues and Answers 
Report REL 2007–033, Regional Educational Laboratory 
Southwest, National Center for Education Statistics, 
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, Washington, DC.


